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DETAILED ACTION 

The present Office action is in response to application dated 12 November 2003. 
Claims 1-25 are pending. All claims have been examined accordingly. 

Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to because black boxes should be labeled as to their function 
(see Figure 3, "56"). 

2. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5) because they 
include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the description: 

a. Figure 6, "146", "148" 

b. Figure 7, "162", "168" 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d), or amendment to the 
specification to add the reference character(s) in the description in compliance with 37 CFR 
1.121(b) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the appUcation. Any 
amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet 
submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not 
accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective 
action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Specification 

3. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

4. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the disclosure. 
The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single paragraph on a 

separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that the abstract not exceed 
150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract on the computer tape used by the 
printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "means" 
and "said," should be avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist 
readers in deciding whether there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information given 
in the title . It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The disclosure 
concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure describes," etc. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

As for claim 7, this reads, "wherein the redirected IRP is a pluralitv of IRPs 
corresponding in number to the number of data extents affected by the IRP". It is unclear 
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whether the claim should be read as "wherein the redirected DRJP is from a plurality of IRPs". 
Based on the Examiner's interpretation, the following art rejection follows {infra). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

9. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
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invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the appUcability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
10. Claims 1-2 and 4-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Okumoto et al. [US 2003/0204683 Al] in view of White et al. [US 6, 1 19,208]. 

Regarding claim 1, Okumoto et al. teaches a method for processing input/output request 
packets (see Abstract, "I/O request"; Page 2, [0021], "I/O request is a SCSI packet") directed to 
data volumes (see Figure 1, "50"). The method comprises the steps of initializing a request (see 
[0010]); directing the request to a "switching device" (volume filter) (see also [0010]); and 
redirecting the request to an appropriate data extent (see Abstract, "to establish a connection path 
between the storage controller A's memory and the storage controller B's memory"). 

However, the reference fails to identify a data volume having a meta-data extent and at 
least one data extent, as claimed. As for this limitation, White et al. teaches a back up system in 
which a request is directed to a data storage subsystem having a data extent and a meta-data 
extent (see col. 7, lines 4-17). At the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to combine the cited disclosures in order to obtain meta-data updates as 
applied to a device backup operation, as taught by White et al. (see Abstract). Furthermore, one 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the cited disclosures in order 
to obtain a method capable of device recognition processing, by use of the meta-data (as taught 
by White et al., col. 6, lines 30-34). 

As for claim 2, the input output request packet is initiated by an initiator (see Okumoto et 
al., Abstract, "I/O request is received from a host device with one storage controller A"). 
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As for claim 4, Okumoto et al. fails to teach the meta-data extent associated with a 
plurality of data extents, as claimed. White et al. teaches a back up system in which a request is 
directed to a data storage subsystem having a data extent and a meta-data extent (see col. 7, hnes 
4-17). The meta-data is associated with the data, according to White et al. (see col. 6, lines 23- 
32). At the time of the invention, one of ordmary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
combine the cited disclosures for the reasons stated above. 

As for claim 5, Okumoto et al. locates a plurality of data on a plurality of physical disks 
(see Figure 1, "56"). 

As for claim 6, Okumoto et al. teaches the step of redirecting a request to an appropriate 
data extent (see Abstract, "to establish a connection path between the storage controller A's 
memory and the storage controller B's memory"). However, Okumoto et al. fails to teach the 
meta-data extent associated with a plurality of data extents, as claimed. As for this limitation, 
White et al. teaches a back up system in which a request is directed to a data storage subsystem 
having a data extent and a meta-data extent (see col. 7, lines 4-17). The meta-data is associated 
with the data, according to White et al. (see col. 6, lines 23-32). At the time of the invention, one 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the cited disclosures for the 
reasons stated above. 
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As for claim 7, Okumoto et al. teaches the IRP corresponding to the number of data 
extents affected by the request (see Page 1, [0010]; manages a volume (extent) which is a target 
of the I/O request). 

As for claim 8, Okumoto et al. teaches implementing the extents as basic volumes (see 
Page 1, [0006]; storage system and Page 2, [0018]; storage devices 56 on Figure 1). 

Regarding claim 9, Okumoto et al. teaches a method for processing input/output 
request packets (see Abstract, "I/O request"; Page 2, [0021], "I/O request is a SCSI packet") 
directed to data disks (see Figure 1, "50"). The method comprises the steps of: initializing a 
request (see [0010]); forwarding the request to a "switching device" (volume filter) (see also 
[0010]); and redirecting (intercepting) the request to an appropriate data extent (see Abstract, "to 
establish a connection path between the storage controller A's memory and the storage controller 
B's memory"). According to Okumoto et al, the input output request packet is initiated by an 
initiator (see Abstract, "I/O request is received from a host device with one storage controller 
A"). An additional request is created and transmitted for data affected by the first request (see 
Figure 3, "S308"). 

However, the reference fails to identify a data volume having a meta-data extent and at 
least one data extent, as claimed. As for this limitation, White et al. teaches a back up system in 
which a request is directed to a data storage subsystem having a data extent and a meta-data 
extent (see col. 7, Unes 4-17). At the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would 



Application/Control Number: 10/706,345 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2182 

have been motivated to combine the cited disclosures for the reasons stated in the rejection of 
claim 1. 

As for claim 10, Okumoto et al. fails to teach the meta-data extent associated with a 
pluraHty of data extents , as claimed. White et ai. teaches a back up system in which a request is 
directed to a data storage subsystem having a data extent and a meta-data extent (see col. 7, lines 
4-17). The meta-data is associated with the data, according to White et al. (see col. 6, Unes 23- 
32). At the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
combine the cited disclosures for the reasons stated above. 

As for claim 11, Okumoto et al. teaches data located on separate physical disks (see 
Figure 1, "56"). 

As for claim 12, Okumoto et al. teaches the data affected by the first request as located on 
separate physical disks (see Abstract; "The storage controller A identifies an address of a shared 
memory managing a volume that is a target of the request. If the address is of a shared memory 
of another storage controller B, the storage controller A issues an instruction to a switching 
device to establish a connection path between the storage controller A's memory and the storage 
controller B's memory"). 

As for claim 13, Okumoto et al. teaches implementing the extents as basic volumes (see 
Page 1, [0006]; storage system and Page 2, [0018]; storage devices 56 on Figure 1). 
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Regarding claim 14, the combination of references teaches the limitations corresponding 
to the method for providing data volumes (see the rejections of claims 1 and 9). Accordingly, 
the combination of prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations corresponding to the computer 
system f or implementing the method. Therefore, the present independent claims are rejected 
under the same rationale. 

As for claims 15- 22, these are directed to the computer system for implementing the 
method previously claimed and rejected. Therefore, these claims are rejected under the same 
rationale. 

Regarding claim 23, the combmation of references teaches the limitations corresponding 
to the method for redirecting input/output requests packets sent from an input/output (I/O) 
originator (see the rejections of claims 1 and 9). Accordingly, the combination of prior art 
teaches or suggests all the limitations corresponding to the volume filter for implementing the 
method. Therefore, the present independent claims are rejected under the same rationale. 

As for claims 24 and 25, these are directed to the volume filter for implementing the 
method previously claimed and rejected. Therefore, these claims are rejected under the same 
rationale. 
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11. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Okumoto et al. 
[US 2003/0204683 Al] in view of White et al. [US 6,1 19,208], in further view of Holavanahalli 
etal. [US 20030120676 Al]. 

As for claim 3, the combination of references (see Okumoto et al. in view of White et al.) 
does not teach the originator of I/O as being a Small Computer System Interface Target Mode 
Driver (SCSITMD), as claimed. As for this limitation, Holavanahalli et al. teaches an incoming 
data transfer request which includes a SCSI command with accompanying data to be transferred. 
A pointer for this location in the kernel memory, where the request is transferred to by a target 
mode driver 300 (TMD), may be directed to the upper layers using messages The TMD 300 
"may be a Fibrechannel HBA (Qlogic ISP 2200) driver". At the time of the invention, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to modify the combination of references in 
order to implement a mode driver, "which receives SCSI requests and sends SCSI responses over 
a FibreChannel interface" and which "may further include features such as LUN-masking " 
(emphasis added), as taught by Holavanahalli et al. (see Page 2, [0019]). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Angel L. Casiano whose telephone number is 571-272-4142. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 9:00-5:30 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Huynh can be reached on 571-272-4147. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpubUshed 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Ale 

03 January 2006 
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